Support and demand for researchers to publish in open access (OA) journals has been growing steadily among funding agencies, research organizations, and institutions of higher education. The Wellcome Trust and the Research Councils UK OA policies have begun imposing more finite restrictions, like publishing only under CC-BY licenses, on researchers. CC-BY, or Creative Commons Attribution, is one of several, and the most open, of all creative commons licensing. It most closely embodies the definition of OA, as established by the Berlin Declaration and Bethesda Statement on Open Access, by allowing for the most reuse, including the unrestricted creation of derivatives. Scholars have voiced concern that CC-BY may not be the best license for all disciplines. Libraries, as OA publishers, custodians of institutional repositories, facilitators of scholarly research, and organizers of information, are well-positioned to enhance a discussion on balancing the needs of scholars for minimum control over their work with the goal of OA publishing to most widely disseminate information and scholarship to the public without barriers of country, class, access, or financing.
Background to the Question
Open access has gained momentum as a movement but it is far from mature. Universities, funding agencies, and governments have begun to adopt open access policies for a variety of reasons. This variety of purpose has been criticized by industries research analysts as the reason why open access hasn't grown faster (Aspesi, 2014) . For librarians and academic scholars, open access is a new way for researchers to share work that they have traditionally given to publishers for free, while having to pay for access. Open access also allows researchers from all countries and agencies the opportunity to access up to date information and scholarly discourse. For small businesses and economically challenged countries, open access is a way to keep more abreast of scientific discovery than previously possible. For governments and the public, open access is a way to deliver on tax dollars devoted to research funding (Aspesi, 2014 ). Yet, meaning something different to everyone may actually be a strength in that possible disappointment to some will not stop the greater development of OA.
In addition to the different purposes for OA, there are different methods of achieving OA. Gold open access, where authors publish directly into open access or hybrid journals to make their work immediately available, is often favored by STEM disciplines (Research Councils UK, 2015) . gold open access can sometimes require steep author publishing costs (APCs) that many authors and institutions are unprepared to fund (Peterson, Emmett, & Greenberg, 2013) . These APCs have also thrown suspicion on hybrid journals that facilitate gold open access publishing within normal subscription journal titles and are receiving money from authors without subsequently altering charges to subscribers for issues with both OA and non-OA articles. On the other hand, Green open access, where authors publish with mainstream subscription publishers and commit to self-archiving their work in a subject or institutional repository, is free of APCs. Access to Green OA publications is not immediate; the research normally becomes available after an embargo period of 12-24 months. This embargo period, and the tendency for authors to lack follow-through on loading their articles into a repository after publishing, lead some to conclude that Green open access does not accomplish the goals of the open access movement (Darley, Reynolds, & Wickham, 2014) . Existing open access policies uphold different ideals on the purpose and execution of OA. Researchers working under these policies, either by institutional affiliation or grant funding, are expected to comply whether or not the specific method or flavor of OA publishing makes sense to them. The RCUK's OA policy requirement that researchers receiving financial support for author publication costs (APCs) must publish under a CC-BY license heightened this discussion on open access publication flavors and how different disciplines function within the OA publishing landscape (Research Councils UK, 2015) . Central to this argument is the concern by humanities disciplines that CC-BY publishing, the most open of all creative commons licensing, is not appropriate for scholarly communication in their field (Darley et al., 2014 It seems like publishers in this instance are kind of like the music industry right now, they've put up a wall and then everyone around them, consumers themselves, realize that they don't need to have that wall. They can go around the industry to get the music they want. They can fund directly the artists they want. I wonder if there could be something similar in OA, a grassroots movement, but I don't know how effective that would be. Also, in looking at the publisher and the development of OA, it's like the concept of the impending singularity, and that is the eventual sentience of robots. As humans, the way the singularity works is that we have to become friends with the first sentient robot, because that robot, once it obtains its own independent thought, is going to be the emissary for humanity to all other sentient robots thereafter. So if you can't become friends with the first sentient robot, you've kind of doomed the human race. I feel like publishers, as humanity in this case, may need to have that kind of sensibility when it comes to OA. OA is coming, when isn't clear, but now is the time to facilitate and show your best side to it.
Kyle
I think you're right in that the movement is coming. We've mentioned the RCUK, Horizon 2020, the Wellcome trust-all notable humanities funders that have mandates for forms of open licensing. The Australian Research Council is another moving in that direction. So it will only be a matter of time before this funder licensing addition comes forward and everyone has to make a choice. Would they cut off their nose to spite their face? Would they say, "well, I really don't like CC-BY so I'm not going to publish with these funding agencies?" Calvin I wonder then if it's possible to start a successful Kickstarter campaign? If you had enough people in that community could you say, "I need 10,000 dollars of funding to do this research?" I wonder how you'd go about doing that through something like Kickstarter. I wonder if there is a grassroots campaign to spur more of a top-down approach.
When you look at the independent games industry, for games development, and how they're going around the key games publishers to develop the games they want, or the music industry, where people are directly funding tours and albums. There doesn't seem to be a similar movement on OA, where it's really people supporting other people supporting OA, or OA research, or funding, like guerrilla funding.
LeEtta
I think a top-down approach makes the most sense when it comes from funding agencies. Different disciplines will still have issues when the funding agency with a strict OA policy is their only place for funding, but I know that scholars are very sensitive to a top-down approach in institutions and government. Illinois tried it and there were a lot of responses about violated academic freedom (Nelson, 2013) . If you're requiring all your faculty to release in OA under a specific license then you are taking away their right to choose where they want to publish.
In some ways I think that a movement in OA needs to be bottom-up to some extent. Most of the issues with the licenses and the movement is just scholar confusion. They don't understand the difference between Green and Gold, they're afraid of predatory journals, they don't know how monograph publishing, especially within the humanities, would fit in the OA environment the way that journal article publishing does. Clearing up this confusion, encouraging faculty to make informed decisions about OA and talk with each other about OA, could begin that bottom up movement. 
Kyle
That's because they've had fewer examples. Humanities and social sciences have had fewer examples to prove that the sky does not fall when something goes OA or when the journal gets flipped from subscription to open access. They've had fewer examples to dispel these misunderstandings. It's harder to generate enthusiasm and inspire commitment when you don't have a lot of examples. You get caught in a vicious cycle where slow growth of OA causes slower growth of understanding and good practices. By contrast, to borrow from my colleague Peter Suber, the sciences enjoy not a viscious cycle but a virtuous cycle, where faster growth in OA causes faster growth in understanding. They've had twenty additional years to soak in this, plus the government topdown policy from NIH to test the field. So, to use my gentleman farmer analogy here, this is rocky soil, but we're growing a good crop. There's hope here. There was a time when the growth of OA in the sciences was also slow. It was kept slow by this vicious cycle. But again, twenty years, which is not very long in the history of scholarship, this vicious cycle in the sciences became the virtuous cycle. That means that the reversal is possible. It requires seeding and good fertilizer. I use fish; I put fish in the soil. Pumpkin next to corn; you've got to get it right. So in this regard, how to seed the field of humanities and social sciences to dispel this fear, I think a lot of it is education and understanding of these licenses and that they're not bite size. (Bourke, 2015) . That's an amazing stat. But again that's from the sciences that have had the time to steep in this area. I think that there's hope when I look at that, and say "wow that's a tremendous shift in a short period of time." That comes along with the idea that OA helps readers read, retrieve, use, and reuse the research that they need and it helps authors engage with their audience better. The sciences are winning, so let's let the humanities and social sciences take their turn.
Calvin
I wonder, going on your example of Nature, it seems like no one similar is stepping up to the plate for the humanities. There is no well-known and well-established leader to wholly accept OA, that I'm aware of, in the humanities section. Societies are another nebulous area. You don't see societies readily accepting OA either, because they still make money on the current schema and depend on that. I think that if we had seen a society taking that approach to OA, there might have been interesting movement, but it's really going to depend on that steeping that you mentioned. Until it becomes the everyday minutia of publishing, opposed to this novel and Wild West where you hear about authors having articles taken and published in books without permission because they were CC-BY. Right now you only hear about extremes because no one is filling the gap.
LeEtta
A lot of scholar's concern is with reputation, so an established person or name, like Nature, could make a big difference. Scholars have to publish in a journal with a good reputation in order to get past tenure and promotion and in order to be well-regarded by their peers. If the OA journals available to them don't carry that reputation because they are too new or because the growth of them is very slow, then scholars are continually going to turn away from open access until a journal with a good title and reputation or a society pushes them that way.
Kyle
I like top-down. You know, they're going to give us money to do this, that's great. But I also feel like there should be a grassroots effort among the authors themselves. Like I said, open access CC-BY puts the authors in a driver's seat in a better way. They can control their own works better. I wonder if, instead of handing over your copyrights to a society or to a publisher, you could dispel the myths and say, "Hey CC-BY says you don't have to hand over your full rights, you give them a nonexclusive license, the authors continue to retain control of their work." It's a license that's built atop their copyright. You're saying, "I retain the copyright here and I give you this license to do with as you please." It gives the authors legal recourse to those taking without acknowledging. It gives you control to put your article elsewhere if you want to in the future. Then you get that coin of the realm, mandatory citation, which shows you where and when you are having impact. I'm going to quote Lisa Macklin from dinner last night: she said, "these people are writing to be read first. That's the first and most important thing." The concept there is that they're not necessarily concerned with commercialization, they want exposure. OA, particularly CC-BY, gives them that exposure. 
Most humanities work is already based upon scholarship of others and derivative works of reading culture and history. Where do they go for that? The library. They'd want to continue that cycle and work with professional researchers, information professionals, like librarians, that have the ability to do this. We already understand that CC is a well-established legal tool that's being used by another facet of another education community: sciences, and STEM. It seems to be working for them. If all the elements of the infrastructure understand CC licensing then we will be able to use our scholarship more effectively in ways that we can't see right now, like data mining, data visualization, anagrams, word searching, and comparative literature analysis. We will be able to examine that corpus in ways that we hadn't seen before.
LeEtta
I wonder if, as with some of the faculty scholars I've dealt with, the question isn't necessarily about any specific CC licensing. Although, with the RCUK policy it is, but in other policies, there are many other licensing options that are not CC-BY.
You can release your work so that it can be used and copied and disseminated without using a license as open as CC-BY. I think that some of faculty confusion is thinking that all CC licenses are the same. This is also an opportunity to lead faculty to making their own decisions to how they want their work used and what it will mean down the line.
